Introduction
According to traditional doxography, three schools (zong ) of Vinaya exegesis arose in the early Tang, represented by three scholar-monks and their commentaries on the Fourpart Vinaya (Sifen lü ). 1) These three monks were Fali (569-635) of the Xiangbu School , Daoxuan (596-667) of the Nanshan School , and Huaisu (634-707), of the Dongta School .
While these three are not the only Vinaya exegetes who were active during this period, they are thought to be particularly influential, and are known to have developed competing interpretations of the Vinaya and other doctrinal points, including the concept of jieti , typically translated as either the essence of the precepts or as the substance of the precepts. This substance is the dharma that was thought to be gained by someone upon receiving the precepts (shoujie ) in a properly performed ordination ceremony, and was also thought to help one act in accordance to the rules that they had pledged to follow.
In this paper, I will outline some of the differences in the interpretation of this concept between the three above-mentioned exegetes in their respective commentaries, and the main points of debate among them. Though this topic has already been dealt with to a certain extent in Sakaino Kōyō s Shina bukkyōshi kōwa , 2) this paper finds that these three scholars similarly criticize an interpretation based on the Chengshi lun, traditionally used by interpreters of the Four-part Vinaya.
The created and uncreated Precepts in Fali s Sifenlü shu
The oldest of these three above-mentioned scholars is Fali. This short passage is essentially the heading for one subsection of this larger chapter, while the two types of precepts referred to are the created precepts (zuojie , or often simply zuo ) and the uncreated precepts (wuzuo jie , or often simply wuzuo ).
Without going into great detail, the various ways in which these two types of precepts (or more accurately, two types of dharmas created in the ceremony for taking the precepts)
are categorized and explained, how they are generated through the ritual actions of an ordination ceremony, how they persist after the ceremony, and how they continue to help one maintain the precepts, form the core of the debate about the substance of the precepts.
Here, Fali is asserting that the these two types of (dharmas of receiving the) precepts are dharmas of [physical] form (se ; rūpa), the traditional position of the Sarvāstivāda school, found in texts like the aforementioned Duo lun . 
Daoxuan s Two Theories of the Substance of the Precepts

Huaisu s Position in the Kaizong ji
Huaisu s discussion of the substance of the precepts in his Sifenlü kaizong ji begins with the following overview:
While it is thought that after the death of the Buddha, there were twenty schools, in regard to the two types of precepts as found in this text, they are both based on the Dharmaguptaka school (fami itself, and in many ways Huaisu s work appears to be quite similar to Fali s, rather than critical of it, both in structure and in that they both seem to prefer a Sarvāstivāda interpretation of the substance of the precepts.
Conclusions
In conclusion, we have seen that Fali s interpretation of the substance of the precepts seems to deviate from the tradition of interpreters of the Four-part Vinaya who use the theory found in the Chengshi lun, instead using the theory that the substance of the precepts is a dharma of [physical] form derived from the Sarvāstivādin Duo lun. Daoxuan, while basing his theory on the Chengshi lun in his Xingshi chao, later develops his own Yōgacāra based theory in the Jiemo shu, also breaking with tradition. Finally, Huaisu, while seeming-
